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FORUM  ON  CUG 

Prof.  John  Crispo  and  Prof.  Charles  Hanly,  authors  of  the  two  challenging  state- 
ments that  follow,  are  the  first  to  respond  to  the  CUG  Programming  Committee’s 
call  for  a written  debate  on  the  CUG  Report.  The  Committee  invites  members 
of  the  University  Community,  academic  and  non-academic,  to  submit  brief 
statements  concerning  any  of  the  issues  raised  in  the  CUG  Report.  These  should 
be  addressed  to  the  Editor  of  the  Bulletin  or  the  Editor  of  The  Varsity.  Both 
periodicals  are  co-operating  in  the  Committee’s  important  effort  to  stimulate 
discussion.  Material  submitted  to  one  paper  will  be  made  available  to  the  other, 
unless  the  writer  specifically  requests  that  it  appear  in  only  one  paper.  The 
Bulletin’s  next  deadline:  December  30. 


John  Crispo 

In  its  reaction  to  the  CUG  Report  the 
faculty  has  thus  far  concentrated  its  at- 
tention on  such  critical  issues  as  student- 
faculty  parity,  student  participation  in 
staffing  decisions,  and  potential  restric- 
tions on  the  research  activities  of  indi- 
vidual faculty  members.  This  emphasis  is 
understandable  given  the  vital  impor- 
tance of  these  matters. 

It  is  nonetheless  equally  significant  to 
concern  ourselves  with  the  governing 
council  which  has  been  proposed  for  the 
University.  Indeed,  it  can  be  argued  that 
a misguided  move  in  this  area  could  do 
more  harm  to  the  long  run  interests  of 
the  University  than  anything  else. 

My  own  protracted  thinking  on  the 
subject  has  led  me  to  favour  the  con- 
tinuance of  both  a bicameral  though 
better  integrated  system  of  government 
and  a revitalized  and  more  representa- 
tive lay  board  of  governors.  My  reasons 
for  these  conclusions  are  summarized  in 
an  article  I wrote  for  the  Globe  and  Mail 
on  “Student  Power:  Revolution  and  Re- 
sponse", which  the  Globe  for  reasons  of 
its  own  chose  to  entitle  “Whipsaw”. 

In  my  remarks  concerning  the  senior 
governing  bodies  of  the  University,  I 
began  with  what  I take  to  be  the  most 
fundamental  reason  for  maintaining  a lay 
board  at  the  top  of  the  structure. 


First  and  foremost  there  is  the  ques- 
tion of  the  board  of  governors,  which  I 
would  prefer  to  term  the  board  of  trus- 
tees. Although  I am  convinced  such 
boards  should  be  completely  reconsti- 
tuted in  the  manner  described  below,  I 
would  retain  them  as  strictly  lay  bodies. 
I stress  this  point  because  I believe  it  is 
extremely  important  for  every  university 
to  maintain  an  independent  and  re- 
spected buffer  group  between  itself  and 
the  community  and  even  more  critically 
between  itself  and  the  state.  Such  a pur- 
pose cannot  be  served  by  a body  domi- 
nated or  perhaps  even  partially  manned 
by  faculty  members  and  students,  be- 
cause both  are  subject  to  a serious  credi- 
bility gap  in  terms  of  their  relations  with 
the  public.  Not  without  reason  the  aver- 
age citizen  is  somewhat  sceptical  of 
statements  emanating  from  academia. 
Moreover,  having  such  a close  and 
vested  interest  in  the  university,  the 
views  of  faculty  and  students  are  likely 
to  carry  less  weight  in  the  community 
than  those  of  a representative  and  con- 
cerned group  of  lay  board  members.  A 
board  so  constituted  should  prove  a 
sympathetic  and  powerful  ally  whenever 
the  university’s  essential  roles  and  values 
are  threatened. 

I am  aware  that  the  case  for  a lay 
board  as  a credible  buffer  between  our- 
selves and  the  government  is  dismissed 
( See  page  4,  col.  1 ) 


Laic  scholars  propose 
action  to  stop  massacres 


At  a news  conference  in  the  Faculty 
of  Law  on  Dec.  4,  Dean  R.  St.  j. 
Macdonald  and  three  of  his  colleagues 
made  public  the  text  of  a statement  of 
legal  principle  with  respect  to  the  re- 
ported massacre  at  Song  My, 

The  statement  was  endorsed  by  Dean 
Macdonald,  his  three  colleagues  and  by 
10  other  professors  of  law  and  political 
science  in  seven  other  Canadian  univer- 
sities, from  Nova  Scotia  to  Alberta. 

The  text  of  the  statement  follows: 
Recent  reports  of  the  shooting  of  large 
numbers  of  unarmed  civilians,  including 
women  and  small  children,  by  members 
of  the  United  States  Armed  Forces  at 
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Song  My  in  Vietnam  in  1968  have 
appalled  the  peoples  of  the  world.  The 
sense  of  shock  has  been  deepened  by 
the  further  reports  that  other  incidents 
of  a similar  nature  have  occurred  in 
Vietnam  and  have  hitherto  been  success- 
fully concealed  ffom  public  knowledge. 

Therp  is  an  obvious  need  to  seek  a 
balanced  judgment  of  reports  of  atro- 
cious conduct  by  United  States  service- 
men in  the  light  of  evidence  that  points 
to  barbaric  actions  by  members  of  the 
Viet  Cong  or  North  Vietnamese  forces. 
The  reported  massacre  of  civilian  resi- 
dents of  Hue  during  the  Tet  offensive  is 
a ready  example.  There  are  also  numer- 
ous instances,  over  the  years,  of  attempts 
by  the  United  States  to  limit  the  horrible 
consequences  of  war. 

We  do  not  presume  to  assess  the 
validity  of  the  considerable  evidence 
concerning  the  Song  My  incident  that 
has  come  to  light  in  recent  days.  Nor  can 
we  neglect  our  responsibility  to  avoid 
( See  page  3,  col.  1 ) 


Arts  & Science  Council  votes 
against  changing  procedures 


in  appointments*  promotions 


Prof.  W.  H.  Nelson  and  other  speakers 
who  supported  his  motion  in  Convoca- 
tion Hall  Tuesday  afternoon  were  out- 
numbered two  to  one  by  those  who 
spoke  against.  Rut  the  voting  went  the 
other  way.  The  Council  of  the  Faculty 

Arts  and  Science  declared  by  a count 
of  122  to  52  that  “while  welcoming  stu- 
dent participation  on  all  matters  of  uni- 
versity governance,  (the  Council)  affirms 
its  determination  that  its  academic  staff 
members  continue  to  be  judged  in  mat- 
ters of  appointment,  promotion,  tenure 
and/or  dismissal  solely  by  members  of 
the  academic  staff  of  this  university,  or, 
where  proper,  by  professional  colleagues 
outside  this  university”. 

Abstentions  were  “about  15”.  A re- 
quest from  the  floor  for  a recorded  vote 
was  ruled  contrary  to  Council  procedures 
by  Dean  A.  D.  Allen  who  was  in  the 
chair. 

Earlier  Prof.  Jill  Conway’s  proposed 
amendment  to  change  the  word  “solely” 
to  “finally”  was  beaten  94  to  73.  Nine- 
teen abstained. 

The  remaining  two  sections  of  the 
motion  by  Prof.  Nelson,  seconded  by 
Prof.  J.  M.  Rist,  will  be  dealt  with  at 
Council’s  next  meeting.  Section  “b”  con- 
cerns the  principle  of  staff-student  parity 
on  governing  bodies  of  faculties,  depart- 
ments or  colleges,  and  section  “c”  pro- 
poses “that  the  Council  withhold  judge- 
ment on  matters  relating  to  the  top 
governing  structure  of  the  university 
until  various  alternative  proposals  have 
been  explored”. 

• When  the  debate  which  had  been  ad- 
journed November  26  was  resumed, 
Prof.  Nelson  again  spoke  to  his  motion. 
He  urged  that  “solely”  be  retained  in 
section  “a”.  In  his  view,  substitution  of 
“fully”  would  take  the  force  out  of  the 
section.  It  would  suggest  a series  of 
judgements.  The  motion  as  it  stood  al- 
lowed for  student  involvement  in  per- 
sonnel matters,  he  said. 

He  rejected  the  principle  of  parity 
which,  he  commented,  runs  through  the 
CUG  Report.  In  his  opinion  it  would 
lead  to  confrontations. 

The  third  section  was  “a  plea  for 
time”.  He  felt  there  could  be  thorough 
examination  of  the  CUG  recommenda- 
tions in  10  or  12  weeks  of  discussion.  It 
was  in  the  Faculty’s  interests  to  consider 
the  kind  of  a university  we  will  live  in. 
“Once  there’s  a new  governing  act  we 


Prof.  Jill  Conway  speaks  to  her  amend- 
ment (above)  and  Prof.  W.  H.  Nelson  to 
his  motion  (below). 


can’t  make  a semi-annual  pilgrimage  to 
Queen’s  Park  to  plead  for  changes.” 

Among  Prof.  Nelson’s  supporters  was 
Prof.  S . A.  Lakoff  who  held  that  students 
were  entitled  to  a voice,  but  not  parity. 
He  saw  the  danger  of  a small  minority 
substituting  social  change  for  proper 
academic  order.  Parity,  he  suggested, 
would  inhibit  teachers  from  talking 
frankly,'  from  giving  poor  grades. 

Prof.  Kenneth  McNaught  challenged 
the  view  that  “the  motion  would  close 
the  door  on  humanistic  change”.  It  was, 
he  said,  consistent  with  changes  that 
have  been  taking  place.  He  mentioned 
that  History  has  four  or  five  parity-based 
committees  which  should  be  examined. 
While  the  CUG  Report  held  up  teaching 
( See  page  2,  col.  3 ) 


The  President  urges  good  turnout  of  Support  Staff  December  18 


As  promised  last  month  by  the  Chair- 
man of  the  CUG  Programming  Commit- 
tee, Prof.  M.  L.  Friedland,  at  the  first 
discussion  of  the  Report  arranged  by  his 
group,  a public  meeting  has  been  called 
for  the  support  staff  of  the  University. 

The  date:  Thursday,  Dec.  18 

The  time:  3 p.m.  to  5 p.m. 

The  place:  Hart  House  Debates  Room 


The  Committee  hopes  the  thousands 
of  U of  T non-academics  will  be  well 
represented.  Some  have  indicated  a 
lively  interest  in  how  the  other  estates 
assess  their  role  in  the  University  com- 
munity and  the  status  envisaged  for 
them  by  CUG. 

“Are  support  staff  second  class  citi- 
zens?” was  the  question  asked  by  a 
Physical  Plant  officer  at  the  meeting  in 


Sidney  Smith  Hall.  At  the  meeting  in  the 
Medical  Sciences  Building,  the  Chief 
Librarian  made  a strong  case  for  mem- 
bers of  his  staff.  (A  report  of  the  latter 
event  is  in  this  issue.) 

“The  President  has  asked  me  to  ex- 
press to  you  his  hope  that  each  depart- 
ment head  will  find  it  possible  to  allow 
as  many  members  of  his  staff  as  possible 
to  attend,”  Robin  Ross,  Programming 


Committee  secretary,  stated  in  a letter 
sent  to  the  deans,  directors  and  secre- 
taries of  faculties,  schools  and  institutes, 
and  to  academic  and  administrative  de- 
partment heads. 

“The  Programming  Committee,”  he 
added,  “would  very  much  appreciate 
any  steps  that  you  could  take  to  ensure 
that  this  meeting  is  well  publicized  in 
vour  division*  and  well  attended.” 
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Claims  CUG  report  unfair  to  views  of  alumni  minority 


A complaint  that  the  Commission  on 
University  Government  had  not  included 
in  its  report  the  full  “minority  report”  of 
the  alumni  representatives  on  CUG,  par- 
ticularly their  proposals  for  a Governing 
Council,  was  aired  at  a meeting  in  Hart 
House  called  by  the  CUG  Programming 
Committee. 

There  were  on  the  Commission  one 
non-voting  member,  representing  grad- 
uates—Robert  L.  Hicks— and  three  alter- 
nates, Ronald  A.  McKinlay,  Mrs.  Eva  T. 
McCutcheon  and  Mrs.  Ruth  Peters. 
They  were  “in  fundamental  disagree- 
ment” with  the  voting  members  on  cer- 
tain of  the  recommendations  and  their 
views  were  published  in  a statement  at 
the  end  of  the  report. 

Prof.  S.  A.  Schiff,  Law,  charged  that 
the  Commission  had  published  “a  ridicu- 
lous, skeletal  version”  of  the  alumni 
representatives’  views,  to  which  Gary 
Webster,  student  co-chairman  of  CUG, 
replied,  “it  was  their  version”. 

Prof.  Schiff  argued  that  the  presenta- 
tion of  only  a summary'  was  unfair. 
D’Arcy  Martin,  student  commissioner, 
said  that  if  CUG  had  been  unfair  to  the 
alumni,  it  had  then  also  been  unfair  to 
the  students  and  to  the  staff.  Prof.  James 


S.  Thompson  said  the  commission  had 
studied  dozens  of  proposals  and  models 
of  university  government  submitted  by 
individual  faculty  members,  students  and 
others.  There  had  been  so  many  that  the 
commission  decided  to  set  out  in  its  re- 
port only  the  one  which  had  been  agreed 
upon  by  the  voting  members.  Because 
of  the  length  of  the  report,  the  alumni 
representatives’  dissenting  report  had 
been  given  in  summary  only. 

“My  big  complaint  about  CUG  is  that 
you  offered  only  one  proposal  and  made 
a ‘hard  sell  pitch’  for  it”,  said  Prof. 
Schiff.  “If  necessary,  the  report  should 
have  been  300  pages  long.” 

In  reply  to  a question  from  the  floor, 
Vice-President  and  Registrar  Robin  Ross 
said  all  of  the  briefs  submitted  to  the 
Commission,  tapes  of  all  hearings  and, 
public  meetings,  extensive  written  rec- 
ords, position  papers  by  CUG  members, 
ad  hoc  papers,  and  research  reports  were 
in  the  University  Archives,  at  least  for 
the  time  being.  The  Commission,  Mr. 
Ross  said,  had  instructed  him,  as  secre- 
tary, to  approach  the  professors  of 
Higher  Education  to  see  if  they  would 
publish  the  documents  in  what  would  in 
effect  be  a second  volume  of  the  report. 


Suggests  CUG  guidelines  to  avoid 
hodge-podge  of  recommendations 


The  time  has  come  for  some  guide- 
lines for  implementation  of  the  Commis- 
sion on  University  Government  recom- 
mendations, Dean  Roy  Ellis,  Dentistry, 
told  a meeting  sponsored  by  the  CUG 
Programming  Committee  in  the  Medical 
Sciences  auditorium.  About  40  f>ersons 
were  present. 

Dr.  Ellis,  speaking  as  one  who  is  “near 
the  end  of  a 23  year  benevolent  dictator- 
ship” (he  becomes  Chairman  of  the 
Health  Sciences  Council  in  January) , 
said  the  steering  committee  of  the 
Faculty  Council  had  been  discussing  the 
report.  “Now”,  he  said,  “they  ask  what 
they  are  to  do.  with  their  recommenda- 
tions.” He  feared  there  would  be  a 
“hodge-podge”  of  recommendations  from 
all  aver  the  University  “unless  we  get 
some  directions”.  He  thought  his  Faculty 
perhaps  should  not  proceed  with  the  re- 
organization of  its  Council  until  there 
was  a Governing  Council. 

Prof.  Bernard  Etkin,  a CUG  member, 
said  “we  are  in  a difficult  time  of  transi- 
tion right  now”.  Personnel  and  budgets 
were  sensitive  areas  in  the  current  dis- 
cussions. The  situation  would  not  be 
cleared  up,  he  said,  until  the  revision  of 
the  University  of  Toronto  Act  and  the 
format  of  the  proposed  Governing  Coun- 
cil had  been  settled. 

Gary  Webster,  student  co-chairman  of 
the  Commission,  could  see  no  reason 
why  Dentistry  could  not  reconstitute  its 
Council  in  any  way  it  wished,  because 
there  were  no  “hang-ups”  to  prevent  it. 
Nor  was  there  any  reason  why  the  ad- 
vice of  students  could  not  be  taken  and 
“shadow”  committees  formed,  subject  to 
confirmation  by  the  General  Council 
when  it  was  eventually  established. 

Fred  Wilson,  Philosophy,  asked  why 
the  Commission  down-graded  the  legal 
status  of  University  College,  while  tne 
federated  colleges  maintained  their  status 
because  they  were  governed  under  their 
own  acts  of  the  Ontario  Legislature. 
Prof.  Etkin  explained  that  no  change  in 
the  University  of  Toronto  Act  could  be 
made  that  might  affect  the  present  con- 
tractual arrangements  between  the  Uni- 
versity and  the  federated  colleges.  . 

Chief  Librarian  Robert  H.  Blackburn 
expressed  regret  that  CUG  had  included 
librarians  in  the  support  staff  category. 
By  virtue  of  their  academic  training,  he 
said,  librarians  are  professional  staff.  In 
practice,  the  University  library  had  been 
treated  as  an  academic  unit,  although  it 
produced  no  formula  income.  He  and  his 
senior  colleagues  worked  closely  with 
senior  academic  administrators.  Li- 
brarians were  eligible  for  research  grants 
and  deal  with  matters  of  academic 
importance. 

Prof.  Etkin  pointed  out  that  in  the 
proposed  governing  structure,  the  li- 
brary would  come  within  the  purview  of 


the  academic  committee  of  the  Govern- 
ing Council,  as  it  does  now  under  the 
Senate.  CUG  had  taken  the  term  “aca- 
demic staff”  to  refer  only  to  teaching  and 
research  staffs,  which,  he  confessed,  was 
“perhaps  too  narrow  a view.”  He  said 
that  the  Commission  might  not  have  in- 
quired sufficiently  into  the  status  of  li- 
brarians. 

Arthur  Mcllwain,  president  of  the 
Engineering  Society,  asked  why  the 
Commission  had  recommended  parity  in 
the  composition  of  governing  bodies. 
The  report  did  not  explicitly  recommend 
parity,  Mr.  Webster  replied.  The  faculty 
and  the  student  commissioners  had  split 
over  this  issue,  he  said,  the  students  feel- 
ing that  parity  was  the  only  reasonable 
course  to  follow.  But  they  had  been 
unable  to  convince  the  faculty  commis- 
sioners that  they  were  right.  Parity  was 
the  one  point  on  which  there  had  been 
complete  disagreement,  from  the  first  to 
the  last,  Prof.  Etkin  said.  It  was  unfortu- 
nate that  parity  became  an  issue,  he 
continued,  because  “it  is  really  a red  her- 
ring”. But,  he  concluded,  the  fact  that 
the  commissioners  had  arrived  at  a con- 
sensus was  indeed  a triumph. 

Brian  Land,  director,  School  of  Li- 
brary Science,  could  see  no  rush  of 
applicants  for  positions  as  academic  ad- 
ministrators under  the  conditions  pro- 
posed by  CUG.  Mr.  Webster’s  answer 
was  that  present  conditions  were  not 
idea]  for  chairmen.  The  lines  of  authority 
were  not  clear  and  men  were  reluctant 
to  take  the  positions.  His  own  Depart- 
ment of  Political  Economy  had  been 
looking  for  a chairman  since  July,  he 
said,  and  three  men  had  turned  down 
the  job. 

Pediatric  Ophthalmology 

course  to  be  held  in  April 

The  Faculty  of  Medicine’s  Department 
of  Ophthalmology  has  announced  a Uni- 
versity-sponsored course  in  Pediatric 
Ophthalmology  to  be  held  April  2,  3 
and  4,  1970,  at  the  Hospital  for  Sick 
Children. 

It  is  designed  to  interest  the  clinical 
ophthalmologist  in  pediatric  ophthalmo- 
logic problems.  There  will  be  practical 
demonstrations  in  methods  of  examining 
children,  as  well  as  ocular  muscle  exami- 
nations. 

Guests  of  honour  will  be  K.  Wybar, 
Chief  of  Ophthalmology  at  Great  Or- 
mand  Street  Hospital  for  Sick  Children, 
London,  England;  Dr.  H.  Scheie,  Profes- 
sor of  Ophthalmology  in  Philadelphia, 
and  Dr.  H.  Burian,  Professor  of  Oph- 
thalmology, University  of  Iowa. 

Registration  can  be  made  through  the 
Division  of  Postgraduate  Medical  Educa- 
tion, University  of  Toronto,  174  St. 
George  Street. 


Douglas  Reid,  a graduate  student, 
looked  around  the  debates  room,  in 
which  the  attendance  varied  from  an 
initial  17  to  an  eventual  24  between  one 
and  three  o’clock.  Then  he  asked,  “Are 
the  students  ever  going  to  get  around  to 
discussing  CUG?” 

“Not  many  have  read  the  report,  I am 
afraid”,  said  Prof.  Frederick  Winter,  a 
member  of  the  Programming  Commit- 
tee, who  presided.  “And  not  all  of  the 
staff  have  read  all  of  it”.  He  added  that 
he  personally  would  like  to  have  more 
discussion  of  the  University  budgetary 
process. 

A technician  in  the  Department  of 
Pathological  Chemistry,  M.  Timanoff,  re- 
ferred to  the  recommendation  for  “a 
policy  of  direct  assistance  to  support 
staff  members  taking  academic  courses 
within  the  University  or  training  courses 
both  within  and  outside  it”.  Did  this 
mean,  he  asked,  that  the  fees  he  was 
paying  for  an  Extension  degree  course 
he  was  taking  would  be  paid? 

Dr.  Thompson  said  the  Commission 
had  in  mind  that  employees  might  be 
given  time  off  from  their  duties,  without 
financial  penalty,  in  order  to  take  day- 
time courses.  In  view  of  what  Mr.  Tima- 


noff had  said,  perhaps  consideration 
might  be  given  to  the  remission  of  fees 
for  Extension  evening  students  on  the 
support  staff. 

Mr.  Timanoff  complained  that  he  had 
been  denied  the  use  of  the  Hart  House 
swimming  pool  and  other  facilities, 
which  members  of  the  academic  staff 
could  have.  Mr.  Webster  said  Mr.  Tima- 
noff’s  quarrel  over  this  was  with  Hart 
House,  not  the  University,  since  the 
terms  by  which  the  House  was  given  to 
the  University  restricted  the  member- 
ship. Mr.  Timanoff  also  protested  that 
he  had  been  unable  to  rent  an  apartment 
in  the  Charles  Street  married  students’ 
residence,  although  there  had  been  va- 
cancies, apparently  to  be  filled  only  by 
married  students  or  junior  academic 
staff  members. 

Prof.  Schiff  gave  a warning  to  the 
Commission.  He  said  that  if  members  of 
the  support  staff  became  members  of  the 
Governing  Council  they  thereby  were  as- 
suming a managerial  position.  If  they 
were  members  of  a union,  they  would 
thereupon  be  in  “serious  danger”  be- 
cause the  Ontario  Labour  Relations  Act 
prohibited  union  membership  for  those 
in  managerial  positions. 


Arts  & Science  Council  votes 
against  changing  procedures 


( Continued  from  page  1 ) 
as  the  University’s  most  important  func- 
tion, “it  is  more  important  to  maintain 
excellence  of  scholarship”  he  declared.  A 
university  is  a haven  of  scholarship,  not 
a social  centre,  a debating  society,  a 
political  arena,  or  a place  for  social 
change,  said  Prof.  Stewart  McLean. 

“The  first  two  sections  of  the  motion 
are  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  age,” 
said  Prof.  D.  A.  L.  Paul.  “They  close  the 
door  on  evolution  of  the  human  spirit. 
Let  us  look  at  departments  where  student 
participation  has  worked  and  think  for- 
ward.” 

Prof.  Maurice  Wayman,  Chairman  of 
the  Council  of  Innis  College  and  the 
Applied  Science  and  Engineering  repre- 
sentative on  the  Arts  and  Science  Coun- 
cil, was  another  who  spoke  against  the 
motion. 

Students  and  staff,  working  together, 
have  developed  a new  style  of  residential 
life  at  Innis  College,  he  told  Council. 
Students  have  been  deeply  involved  in 
college  policies  and  a plan  for  parity  on 
the  Innis  Council  is  awaiting  decisions 
on  the  CUG  recommendations. 


“We  have  never  had  a split  on  staff- 
student  lines,”  said  Prof.  Wayman.  “A 
spirit  of  trust  has  been  built  up  over  the 
years.  This  takes  years.” 

“We  need  the  students  to  save  us  from 
ourselves,”  declared  Prof.  K.  O.  May  of 
Mathematics  and  the  College  of  Educa- 
tion. The  public  does  not  know  it  is 
supporting  what  is  primarily  a research 
institution;  the  actual  teaching  function 
can  take  as  little  as  10  per  cent  of  some 
men’s  time;  sooner  or  later  the  public 
will  find  out  the  universities  are  not  do- 
ing the  job  they  are  paying  them  to  do 
and  they  will  cut  the  budget.” 

“The  students  feel  they  are  not  getting 
a proper  deal,”  Prof.  May  continued. 
“In  many  departments,  the  students  are 
best  qualified  to  judge  courses;  the  fac- 
ulty is  more  likely  to  build  around  their 
special  interests.  The  students  do  judge 
us,  but  they  haven’t  the  system  to  or- 
ganize the  judgement. 

“Neither  the  students  nor  the  faculty 
have  the  competence  or  desire  to  be  ad- 
ministrators. The  faculty  wants  to  make 
policy.  That’s  what  the  students  want, 
too.” 


If  SAC,  ATS  deadlocked, 
we’ll  be  left  with  Caput — Abols 


The  Students’  Administrative  Council 
on  Dec.  2 voted  to  go  ahead  with  its 
plan  for  selecting  20  candidates  for  posi- 
tions as  representative  to  the  Interim 
Disciplinary  Committee,  despite  a reso- 
lution of  the  Association  of  Teaching 
Staff  which  insists  that  the  SAC  repre- 
sentatives be  selected  by  lot  from  the 
entire  undergraduate  body. 

The  Interim  Disciplinary  Committee  is 
to  have  ten  of  its  members  drawn  from 
the  staff,  six  from  SAC,  three  from  the 
Graduate  Students’  Union,  and  one  from 
Extension  degree  students. 

Gus  Abols,  president  of  SAC,  said  that 
there  were  four  possible  approaches  to 
the  appointment  of  representatives:  elec- 
tion by  the  entire  constituency,  selection 
by  the  parent  body  of  the  constituency, 
selection  by  lot,  or  some  combination  of 
appointment  and  selection  by  lot. 

SAC  had  originally  favoured  appoint- 
ing its  representatives.  After  the  ATS 
passed  a resolution  stating  that  it  prefer- 
red selection  by  lot,  SAC  offered  what  it 
considered  a compromise,  the  nomina- 
tion of  20  candidates  by  the  Council, 
and  the  final  selection  of  six  representa- 
tives by  lot. 

Mr.  Abols  reported  that  the  ATS  had 
passed  a further  resolution  which  made 
it  clear  that  the  ATS  “not  only  preferred 
selection  by  lot,  but  that  they  won’t 
accept  anything  else”. 


At  present  SAC  and  the  ATS  were 
“deadlocked”,  said  Mr.  Abols.  “If  we 
cannot  make  new  arrangements,  we  will 
be  left  with  Caput  until  the  Campbell 
report  is  implemented”. 

Art  Moses  suggested  that  the  Camp- 
bell report  implementation  committee 
might  aid  in  the  resolution  of  the  im- 
passe. Registrar  Robin  Ross,  asked  for 
his  views,  said  that  the  implementation 
committee  was  almost  ready  to  go,  and 
that  it  was  his  hope  that  the  question 
of  the  interim  committee  would  be  “high 
up  on  the  agenda”. 

Mr.  Abols  declared  that  the  ATS  stand 
was  based  upon  a concern  for  the  credi- 
bility of  the  members  of  the  interim  com- 
mittee. The  administration,  Mr.  Abols 
said,  disagreed  with  the  principle  of 
selection  by  lot;  on  the  other  hand,  he 
pointed  out,  selection  by  lot  was  a pro- 
cedure recommended  by  the  Campbell 
Committee. 

Mr.  Moses  moved  that  the  SAC  judi- 
cial committee  advertise  for  and  nomi- 
nate 20  candidates  for  membership  on 
the  interim  committee,  of  whom  six 
representatives  would  be  chosen  by  lot. 
Mr.  Moses  said  that  to  do  so  would  leave 
“the  next  move  up  to  the  ATS”.  The 
motion  was  carried. 

A proposal  that  SAC  study  the  forcible 
ejection  of  several  students  from  a politi- 
cal science  class  was  defeated. 
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Law  scholars  deplore  massacre 
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prejudicing  the  rights  of  any  persons 
■ who  may  face  trial  as  a consequence  of 
present  investigations.  But  the  inter- 
national community  has  a transcending 
interest  in  the  maintenance  of  high 
standards  of  ethical  conduct  by  the 
armed  forces  of  the  United  States  and  all 
other  countries  engaged  in  hostilities. 

As  professors  of  law  in  a friendly 
neighbouring  country,  we  are  acutely 
aware  of  the  need  for  the  international 
community  to  be  assured  that  extreme 
breaches  of  the  rules  of  modern  warfare 
will  not  be  tolerated  by  the  United 
States  authorities  and  that  the  processes 
of  justice  will  bring  to  account  those  re- 
sponsible for  the  perpetration  or  con- 
cealment of  such  illegal  actions.  No  re- 
liance on  such  excuses  as  “stress  of 
battle”  or  similar  rationalizations  can 
justify  indiscriminate  and  vengeful  kill- 
ing of  helpless  civilians  in  a fashion  that 
will  inevitably  be  compared  to  the  Nazi 
atrocities  at  Lidice,  which  did  not  in- 
volve the  killing  of  children,  and  Ora- 
dour,  which  did.  It  must  be  brought 
home  categorically  to  officers  and  men  of 
the  United  States  forces  and  to  civilian 
officials  of  whatever  rank  that  they  stand 
responsible  for  their  involvement  in  any 
such  actions  and  that  no  plea  of  obe- 
dience to  superior  orders  will  avoid 
prosecution  for  clearly  established  war 
crimes. 


Nations  Institute  for  Training  and  Re- 
search to  consider  as  a matter  of  priority 
the  initiation  of  a comparative  study  of 

(a)  the  provisions  pertaining  to  the 
prevention  of  war  crimes  and  crimes 
against  humanity  in  the  military  manuals 
of  national  governments;  and 

(b)  the  procedures  and  practices  ac- 
tually employed  within  the  training 
programs  of  the-  armed  forces  of  these 
governments. 

E.  The  General  Assembly  should  con- 
sider at  an  early  date  the  reports  on 
these  matters  from  the  Secretary  Gen- 
eral, the  International  Law  Commission, 
and  the  Director  General  of  UNITAR, 
with  a view  to  adopting  further  con- 
structive measures. 

Finally,  we  reassert  our  conviction 
that  the  international  community  is  en- 
titled to  an  accounting  in  respect  of  the 
numbing  tragedy  at  Song  My.  We  urge 
governments  and  non-governmental  or- 
ganizations to  intensify  their  vigilant 
concern  for  the  preservation  of  human 
dignity. 

Endorsed  by  the  following  scholars  in 
Canadian  universities: 

University  of  Toronto— R.  St.  J. 


Macdonald,  Dean  of  Law  and  Professor 
of  International  Law;  Richard  Arens,  Pro- 
fessor of  Criminal  Law  and  Criminology; 
Douglas  M.  Johnston,  Professor  of  Inter- 
national Law  and  Political  Science; 
Gerald  L.  Morris,  Professor  of  Inter- 
national Law. 

McGill  University—  Maxwell  Cohen, 
McDonald  Professor  of  International 
Law;  John  P.  Humphrey,  Professor  of 
International  Law  and  Organizations, 
former  Director  of  the  Human  Rights 
Division,  United  Nations;  Frank  R. 
Scott,  Dean  Emeritus  of  Law  and  Pro- 
fessor of  Political  Science. 

University  of  Montreal — Alice  Desjar- 
dins, Professor  of  Constitutional  Law. 

Dalhousie  University — W.  A.  MacKay, 
Vice-President  (Academic)  and  Profes- 
sor of  Law. 

University  of  Ottawa — Donat  Pharand, 
Professor  of  International  Law  and  Poli- 
tical Science;  Louis  Sabourin,  Professor 
of  International  Law  and  Political 
Science. 

Carleton  University — Charles  M.  Dal- 
fen,  Professor  of  International  Law  and 
Political  Science. 

University  of  Manitoba — R.  D.  Gibson, 
Professor  of  Constitutional  Law. 

University  of  Alberta— L.  C.  Green, 
Professor  of  International  Law  and  Poli- 
tical Science. 


COMING  EVENTS 


The  reported  massacre  at  Song  My,  if 
finally  confirmed,  raises  the  strong  proba- 
bility that  war  crimes  and  crimes  against 
humanity  have  been  committed  in  viola- 
tion of  customary  and  conventional 
international  law  and  the  Nuremberg 
Principles  as  reaffirmed  by  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  United  Nations  in  1946. 

We  are  aware  that  the  United  States 
has  a long  record  in  the  defence  of 
humane  rules  of  warfare  and  that  our 
horror  at  these  disclosures  from  Vietnam 
is  shared  by  most  of  the  American 
people.  We  believe  that  they  and  their 
leaders  will  share  our  concern  that  this 
acceptance  of  legal  and  moral  principle 
be  demonstrated  clearly  to  the  world. 

We  believe  that  the  world’s  condem- 
nation of  these  recent  horrors,  which 
can  never  be  undone,  expresses  the  uni- 
versal insistence  on  the  need  for  more 
effective  means  of  prevention.  The  rules 
of  international  law  applied  to  the  con- 
duct of  conventional  warfare  stand  in 
need  of  revision.  The  last  quarter  cen- 
tury has  witnessed  the  increasing  fre- 
quency of  situations  of  internal  hostilities 
that  expose  even  the  most  innocent  to 
brutal  guerrilla  tactics  and  equally  brutal 
reprisals. 

In  light  of  these  considerations,  we 
urge  that  the  following  steps  be  taken: 

A.  The  United  States  authorities 
should  pursue  with  utmost  vigour  the 
investigations  now  in  progress  and  prose- 
cute any  officers,  other  ranks  and  civilian 
officials,  whether  still  holding  that  status 
or  not,  whom  the  evidence  may  reveal  to 
have  been  implicated  in  the  commission 
or  concealment  of  serious  offenses. 

B.  The  United  States  authorities 
should  seek  to  reassure  the  international 
community  that  justice  is  being  done: 

(i)  By  consulting  with  the  Secretary 
General  of  the  United  Nations  concern- 
ing the  possibility  that  an  appropriate 
international  body  might  assist  in  re- 
storing international  confidence  either  by 
reviewing  the  findings  and  the  corrective 
action  taken  by  the  United  States  gov- 
ernment or  by  conducting  its  own  in- 
vestigations; 

(ii)  By  transmitting  to  the  Secretary 
General  of  the  United  Nations  a com- 
plete transcript -of  the  evidence  uncov- 
ered by  the  United  States  investigations 
and  a report  of  action  taken. 

(iii)  By  co-operating  in  other  appro- 
priate ways  at  the  request  of  the  Secre- 
tary General. 

C.  The  General  Assembly  should  in- 
struct the  International  Law  Commission 
to  consider  the  development  of  inter- 
national legal  rules  and  procedures  per- 
tinent to  war  crimes  and  crimes  against 
humanity  committed  in  situations  of  in- 
ternal hostilities  and  similar  hostilities 
short  of  open  war. 

D.  The  General  Assembly  should  in- 
struct the  Director  General  of  the  United 


DECEMBER 

11  THURSDAY 


Lecture 

Seminar 


Party 


12  FRIDAY 

Lecture 


Seminar 


Supper 

13  SATURDAY 


“Ontario  Pottery  Up  to  1900”.  Curator,  Donald  B.  Webster.  Sigmund 
Samuel  Canadiana  Building.  8.30  p.m.  ROM  members  free. 

“The  Reform  Movement  In  Communist  Czechoslovakia”.  -Prof.  H. 
Gordon  Skilling,  chairman.  Profs.  Dusan  Pokorny  and  Pavel  Pelikan, 
participants.  Room  1022,  Sidney  Smith  Hall.  4 p.m.  (Centre  for 
Russian  and  East  European  Studies. ) 

University  Arts  Women’s  Club,  Christmas  Party.  President’s  House, 
93  Highland  Ave.  Hostess,  Mrs.  Claude  Bissell.  Collection  will  be 
taken  for  the  University  Settlement. 


“Charge-Unsymmetrical  Binary  Fused  Salt  Systems.  A Discussion  of 
Possible  Ordered  Structures  or  Complexes”.  Dr.  Terje  Ostvald,  James 
Franck  Institute,  University  of  Chicago.  Room  116,  Wallberg  Build- 
ing. 3 p.m.  (School  of  Graduate  Studies  and  the  Department  of 
Metallurgy  and  Materials  Science.) 

“The  Impact  of  Syria  on  the  Empire”.  Sir  Ronald  Syme.  Room  24, 
Trinity  College.  4.30  p.m.  ( School  of  Graduate  Studies  and  Graduate 
Department  of  Classics ) . 

Faculty  Club  Buffet  Supper.  5.30-8.30  p.m. 


Lecture 


14  SUNDAY 

Music 


Films 

15  MONDAY 

Seminar 
Colloquium 

Music 

16  TUESDAY 

Lecture 

Seminar 

17  WEDNESDAY 

Lecture 

Tours 

18  THURSDAY 

Lecture 


“Glaciers  of  The  Yukon:  Mirrors  of  Climatic  Change”.  Prof.  Melvin 
G.  Marcus,  Department  of  Geography,  University  of  Michigan,  Ann 
Arbor.  Convocation  Hall.  8.15  p.m.  (Royal  Canadian  Institute.) 


Christmas  Program  by  the  Scarborough  Schools  Regional  Choirs. 
Scarborough  College.  3.45  p.m.  Admission  free. 

Christmas  Choral  Vespers  Service.  Music  by  Tomkins  and  Morley. 
Massey  College.  5 p.m. 

“The  Ride”;  “The  Pumpkin  Race  (1903)”;  “Cecilie”;  “The  Red 
Balloon”.  Children  accompanied  by  their  parents  are  invited.  Museum 
Theatre,  ROM.  2 p.m. 

“The  China  Question  before  the  United  Nations”.  Prof.  Leland 
Goodrich.  Room  3050,  Sidney  Smith  Hall.  4-6  p.m.  (International 
Relations  Committee,  International  Studies  Program.) 

“Efficient  Processing  of  Student  Jobs  under  OS/360”.  J.  Moore, 
Computation  Centre,  Stanford  University.  Room  203,  McLennan 
Physical  Laboratories.  3.15  p.m.  (The  School  of  Graduate  Studies 
and  the  Department  of  Computer  Science. ) 

Faculty  of  Music  Ensembles.  Concert  Hall,  Edward  Johnson  Building. 
1 p.m. 

“Molecular  Mechanism  of  Anaesthetic-Cell  Membrane  Interaction”. 
Dr.  P.  Seeman.  Room  2172,  Medical  Sciences  Building.  4 p.m. 
( Department  of  Physiology. ) 

“Commercialism  in  Sport”.  Bruce  Kidd.  Lecture  Room,  Benson 
Building.  3 p.m.  ( School  of  Physical  and  Health  Education. ) 


“Crime  in  The  World  of  1990”.  Prof.  Leslie  T.  Wilkins,  School  of 
Criminal  Justice,  State  University  of  New  York  at  Albany.  Room 
3153,  Medical  Sciences  Building.  7.30  p.m.  (Centre  of  Criminology.) 
“Christmas  Tour”:  Noon  and  2 p.m.  “Textiles”:  1 p.m.  Meet  in  the 
Armour  Court,  ROM. 


Music 


“A  Formal  Approach  to  the  Philosophy  of  Science”.  Prof.  Bas  C. 
van  Fraassen.  Room  102,  McLennan  Physical  Laboratories.  1.10  p.m. 
(Varsity  Fund  and  Institute  for  the  History  and  Philosophy  of  Science 
and  Technology. ) All  members  of  the  University  community  are 
welcomed. 

Jazz  Ensembles.  Concert  Hall,  Edward  Johnson  Building.  2 p.m.  Ad- 
mission free.  ( F acuity  of  Music ) 


31  WEDNESDAY 

Dance 


Faculty  Club’s  New  Year’s  Eve  Ball.  Buffet  supper  7-10  p.m.: 
dancing  8.30-12.30  a.m. 
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Key  to  CUG 
implementation 
is  government 

The  key  to  the  implementation  of  the 
Commission  on  University  Government 
report  is  the  acceptance  by  the  Ontario 
Government  of  the  proposals  for  a Gov- 
erning Council  to  replace  the  Senate  and 
the  Board  of  Governors,  Dr.  James  S. 
Thompson,  a member  of  CUG,  said  at  a 
forum  at  Erindale  College  sponsored  by 
the  CUG  Programming  Committee. 

Dr.  Thompson  said  the  very  first 
copies  of  the  CUG  report  had  been  sent 
by  the  Board  of  Governors  to  the  Min- 
ister of  University  Affairs,  before  any 
had  been  distributed  to  the  University 
community. 

“And  what  was  the  feedback  from 
Mr.  Davis?”  asked  a student  in  the  au- 
dience. “The  feedback  from  Mr.  Davis”, 
replied  Dr.  Thompson,  “was  to  ask 
‘What  is  the  University’s  opinion  of  the 
report?’  ” 

Prof.  T.  G.  Elliott  was  doubtful  that 
the  government  would  turn  over  con- 
trol of  an  institution  that  spends 
$100,000,000  a year  to  a body  on  which 
the  majority  of  members  were  teachers 
and  students.  Dr.  Thompson  said  that 
the  government  might  not  agree  to  such 
an  arrangement,  although  he  thought 
that  a representation  of  one-third  of  the 
Council  membership  would  bring  suffi- 
cient pressure  upon  the  two-thirds  to 
ensure  maintenance  of  the  taxpayers’  in- 
terests. The  government  certainly  was 
entitled  to  representation  on  the  Council. 
The  most  important  factor,  he  felt,  was 
the  fact  that,  regardless  of  the  composi- 
tion of  the  Council,  the  government 
would  still  control  the  purse  strings. 

Gary  Webster,  student  member  of 
CUG,  said  the  government  could  not  be 
allowed  to  decide  what  should  be 
taught,  who  should  teach,  and  what 
books  should  be  bought.  Staff  and  stu- 
dents should  have  the  say  in  how  an 
academic  institution  should  be  run.  He 
pointed  out  that  the  fundamental  rela- 
tionship between  the  University  and  the 
public  was  through  the  Committee  on 
University  Affairs  and  the  Department 
of  University  Affairs. 

Paul  Kochberg,  president  of  Student 
Administrative  Government,  Erindale 
(SAGE),  said  that,  if  there  had  been  a 
widespread  demand  for  governmental 
reform,  there  now  seemed  to  be  wide- 
spread apathy.  He  pointed  to  the  atten- 
dance of  about  50  teachers  and  students 
(which  Dr.  Thompson  said  was  about 
average  for  CUG  forums)  and  suggested 
that  “people  don’t  go  to  meetings,  yet 
they  are  the  ones  you  propose  should 
run  the  University”. 

Mr.  Webster  agreed  that  there  was 
apathy,  resulting,  he  said,  “from  years  of 
banging  one’s  head  against  the  wall”. 
Until  now,  he  said,  hardly  anyone  had 
been  interested  in  shaking  up  the  status 
quo.  CUG,  he  asserted,  was  the  first  step 
in  ridding  the  University  of  inertia. 

Prof.  David  Clark  suggested  that  the 
CUG  recommendations  had  been  divi- 
sive and  that  opposition  to  the  report 
was  more  than  fractional.  Dr.  Thompson 
disagreed.  More  and  more  supporters  of 
the  recommendations  were  coming  into 
the  open,  he  said,  and  the  only  opposi- 
tion was  in  islands. 

Principal  J.  Tuzo  Wilson  submitted 
questions  from  Erindale  College  Coun- 
cil. One  asked  what  was  the  political 
model  for  university  government  en- 
visaged by  CUG.  The  reply,  by  Mr. 
Webster,  was  that  it  was  a co-operative 
model,  in  which  all  decision-making 
should  be  by  the  academic  communitv 
rather  than  by  the  university  community 
as  a whole.  Asked  whv  CUG  selected 
that  particular  model  rather  than  some 
other,  Mr.  Webster  said  it  was  “a  simple 
matter  of  political  realism”.  He  added 
that  “we  wanted  to  achieve  a balance 
between  freshness  and  experience,  vouth 
and  age,  teacher  and  student”. 

The  commissioners  were  asked  how 
they  saw  the  role  of  the  colleges  vis-a-vis 
departments,  faculties,  councils  and  the 
General  Council.  The  answer  was  that 
CUG  wanted  to  “put  colleges  - fullv  into 
the  picture”  and  hoped  to  break  down 
college-university  subject  distinctions. 
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( Continued  from  page  1 ) 
by  many  who  naively  assume  that  for- 
mula financing  has  largely  obviated  the 
need  for  such  a buffer.  To  me  this  is  a 
fallacious  argument  because  formula 
financing  does  not  apply  to  capital  grants 
for  building  expansion  and  renovation 
and  even  with  respect  to  current  operat- 
ing revenue  is  not  immutable,  as  we  are 
beginning  to  learn  to  our  chagrin. 

In  any  event,  as  I pointed  out  in  the 
aforementioned  article,  there  are  other 
reasons  for  favouring  a lay  board  of 
trustees. 

Other  reasons  for  favouring  a lay 
board  include  its  potentially  positive 
roles  in  guarding  against  the  inherent 
conservatism  of  the  academic  com- 
munity; in  supporting  creative  and  in- 
novative educational  experiments;  in 
encouraging  greater  responsiveness  to 
current  social,  economic  and  political 
problems;  and  in  helping  to  resolve  the 
conflicts  which  invariably  arise  between 
contending  interest  groups  within  the 
university. 

In  the  same  article,  I then  went  on  to 
offer  one  possible  way  in  which  we  could 
alleviate  some  of  the  past  deficiencies  of 
the  board  and  to  show  how  we  might 
reconstitute  the  other  senior  governing 
bodies  of  the  university. 

In  advocating  the  retention  of  a lay 
board  I do  not  mean  to  endorse  any- 
thing like  most  existing  university  boards. 
Too  often  they  are  composed  of  a self- 
perpetuating  clique  of  individuals  repre- 
senting a very  narrow  spectrum  of  in- 
terests in  the  total  community.  To  avoid 
this  indefensible  pattern  in  the  future  I 
would  favour  a small  board,  one  third  of 
whose  members  would  each  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  government,  the  faculty 
and  the  student  body,  with  none  of  the 
appointees  to  .be  drawn  from  any  of 
these  groups  or  from  any  part  of  aca- 
demia. I am  not  wed  to  these  propor- 
tions but  I am  to  the  principle;  the 
government  should  appoint  a proportion 
of  the  board  in  the  name  of  the  public 
which  is  footing  most  of  the  bill;  the 
faculty  a proportion  because  it  is  the 
heart  of  the  university;  and  the  student 
body  a proportion  because  they  too  have 
such  a major  stake  in  the  welfare  of  the 
university.  I would  also  favour  the  re- 
muneration of  board  members,  if  only  to 
ensure  the  ability  to  draw  on  all  ranks 
in  society. 

. Hand  in  hand  with  a revamping  of  the 
board  would  have  to  go  a restructuring 
of  the  other  senior  levels  of  university 
government.  Being  opposed  to  a uni- 
cameral system  of  university  government 
at  the  top,  I feel  obliged  to  add  a few 
words  about  how  I would  restructure 
these  other  major  governing  bodies  in 
the  university.  I would  retain  the  equi- 
valent of  the  present  university  senate 
as  the  supreme  academic  body,  but  re- 
name it  the  Academic  Council.  I would 
strive  to  reduce  it  in  size  and  provide 
for  at  least  fifty  percent  elected  repre- 
sentation from  the  faculty,  with  the  re- 
maining representation  being  drawn 
from  the  graduate  and  undergraduate 
student  bodies  and  the  alumni,  perhaps 
in  equal  numbers,  although  here  again 
it  is  the  principle  rather  than  the  pro- 
portions which  concern  me. 

In  between  the  Board  of  Trustees  and 
the  Academic  Council  I would  interpose 
a body  termed  the  Executive  Committee 
drawn  one  half  each  from  both  the 
Board  and  the  Council.  This  would  be 
the  most  critical  governing  body  in  the 
university  since  it  would  have  to  play  a 
key  role  in  integrating  the  university’s 
academic  and  financial  decision-making 
processes. 

The  President  should  chair  the  Execu- 
tive Committee  and  should  attend  all 
Board  meetings  as  a non-voting  member. 
In  order  to  cut  down  on  the  already  im- 
possible demands  on  his  time,  he  should 
not  be  expected  to  preside  over  meetings 
of  the  Academic  Council,  although  he 
should  of  course  be  a full  voting  mem- 
ber of  that  body. 

Other  senior  academic  administrators 
in  the  university  should  also  be  full 
voting  members  of  the  Academic  Coun- 
cil. In  the  case  of  the  Board  and  the 
Executive  Committee,  however,  they 
should  serve  only  in  an  advisory  capa- 


city as  required.  Non-academic  adminis- 
trators would  play  a similar  role  in  rela- 
tion to  all  of  the  senior  governing  bodies. 

Given  my  position  as  outlined  in  these 
extracts,  you  will  appreciate  that  my 
reaction  to  the  CUG  views  on  the  gov- 
erning council  was  critical  to  say  the 
least.  At  first  I comforted  myself  with 
the  thought  that  no  responsible  govern- 
ment would  countenance  any  such  pro- 
posal. Upon  further  reflection,  however, 
I began  to  realize  that  a government 
with  any  kind  of  Machiavellian  in- 
stincts might  well  welcome  the  kind  of 
governing  body  envisaged  by  CUG 
since  it  could  easily  be  discredited  in; % 
later  confrontation  with  the  government 
on  the  grounds  that  it  was  dominated  by 
self-serving  vested  interests.  This  realiza- 
tion further  confirmed  my  faith  in  the 
alternative  I have  advanced. 

I recognize  that  what  I am  proposing 
flies  in  the  face  of  long  held  policy  posi- 
tions of  the  faculty  as  represented  by 
the  ATS,  OCUFA  and  CAUT,  and  for 
that  reason  alone  will  cause  a great  deal 
of  consternation  among  potential  sup- 
porters. I can  only  ask  that  those  in- 
volved reconsider  the  reasons  foi\  de- 
manding faculty  representation  on  boards 
of  governors  and  assess  whether  or  not 
other  considerations,  including  the  ones 
I have  raised,  do  not  now  outweigh 
them. 

I am  very  concerned  lest  we  allow 
our  stubborn  adherence  to  somewhat 
dogmatic  positions  of  the  past  blind  us 
to  the  possibility  that  they  may  not  be 
as  relevant  or  appealing  as  they  once 
were. 

In  my  view  this  university  would  be 
very  ill-advised  to  pursue  the  kind  of 
unicameral  governing  structure  recom- 
mended by  CUG  without  further  and 
more  searching  examination  of  the  dis- 
advantages as  well  as  the  advantages 
inherent  in  its  proposal. 

John  Crispo 
Director,  Centre  for 
Industrial  Relations,  and 
Professor,  School  of  Business 

☆ ☆ ☆ 

Charles  Hanly 

Three  changes  in  the  circumstances  of 
the  university  should  be  taken  into  ac- 
count in  assessing  the  desired  structure 
and  composition  of  the  university’s  gov- 
erning council:  university  growth,  for- 
mula financing,  public  attitudes. 

The  university  is  now  a very  large, 
complex  enterprise.  And  despite  the  fact 
that  its  size  will  not  greatly  increase,  it 
must  remain  in  a steady  state  of  develop- 
ment. The  forces  behind  this  Heraclitean 
stability  are  the  growth  of  science  and 
scholarship  and  the  changing  social  and 
cultural  demands  as  expressed  in  the 
needs  and  interests  of  successive  genera- 
tions of  students.  A university  of  quality 
produces  within  itself,  through  the 
teaching  and  research  of  its  faculty, 
some  of  the  very  forces  that  generate  the 
need  for  constant  change.  Hence,  it 
must  characterize  any  vital  university. 
There  is  only  one  body  that  can  identify 
and  solve  the  problems  of  growth  as  they 
arise,  that  can  establish  policies  for  the 
present,  guidelines  for  the  future,  fix 
priorities  and  evaluate  implementation. 
This  body  is  the  faculty. 

The  faculty  has  never  exercised  sove- 
reignty within  the  university.  It  now  has 
had  sovereignty  thrust  upon  it,  not  by 
the  government,  the  administration,  the 
students  or  the  public,  but  by  profound 
changes  in  the  nature  of  knowledge,  its 
pursuit  and  its  dissemination  and,  in 
consequence,  in  the  university,  as  the 
dwelling  place  and  birth  place  of  knowl- 
edge. The  governing  council  must  reflect 
this  sovereignty  and  the  faculty  should 
accept,  however  reluctantly,  its  exercise 
through  the  role  of  its  representatives  in 
the  council.  In  doing  so,  it  is  absolutely 
essential  that  strong  lines  of  communica- 
tion and  accountability  be  established 
between  the  council  representatives  and 
the  faculty  in  the  lecture  halls,  seminars, 
and  laboratories  where  the  university’s 
real  life  is  lived.  Correspondingly,  the 
university  must  reject  the  Olympianism 
and  the  system  of  ad  hoc  advisory  com- 
mittees that  has  interfered  with  com- 
munication and  accountability  in  the 


past  and  has  come  to  substitute  for 
government. 

Formula  financing  has  rendered  the 
major  functions  of  the  separate  lay  board 
de  trop.  The  record  shows  that  this 
university’s  board,  even  on  the  generous 
assumption  that  its  members  have  been 
responsible  for  all  private  donations  to 
the  university,  has  never  contributed 
significantly  to  the  financing  of  the  uni- 
versity as  compared  with  the  public 
through  government  grants  and  students 
through  their  fees.  Within  the  system  of 
formula  financing  (operating  and  capi- 
tal) and  the  consultative  machinery  set 
up  to  operate  it,  there  is,  quite  rightly, 
no  place  for  political  influence  peddling 
by  members  of  the  board.  Public  finan- 
cial^ Resources  within  The  new  formula 
system  are  generated  by  the  efficiency 
and  quality  of  the  teaching  and  research 
of  the  university’s  faculty. 

Neither  can  the  separate  lay  board 
exercise  financial  responsibility  by  super- 
vising the  work  of  the  administration. 
The  scope  of  the  problem  combined  with 
the  unfamiliarity  of  laymen  with  the 
university  has  disqualified  them.  This 
fact  is  reflected  in  the  dissatisfaction  at 
Queen’s  Park  with  the  management  and 
operation  of  the  university,  a dissatis- 
faction that  is  alone  justified  by  the 
deterioration  in  the  percentage  of  the 
budget  devoted  to  faculty  salaries  in  re- 
cent years. 

What  remains  is  the  buffer  function — 
explaining  and  defending  the  university 
to  the  government  and  the  public.  As 
far  as  government  is  concerned,  formula 
financing  has  eliminated  the  function.  As 
far  as  the  public  is  concerned,  irrespec- 
tive of  how  credible  a lay  board  member 
is  when  from  time  to  time  he  makes  a 
statement  about  the  university,  it  is  un- 
fair to  expect  a layman  who  is  isolated 
from  the  essential  life  of  the  university 
and  who  is  not  in  daily  contact  with  its 
faculty  and  students  to  explain  and  de- 
fend the  university  to  the  public. 

Laymen  on  a separate  board  are  too 
isolated  from  the  university  to  perform 


A summary  of  the  Senate  minutes  for 
the  meeting  of  November  13,  1969, 
follows: 

The  minutes  of  the  meeting  held  on 
October  9,  1969,  were  approved. 

The  Senate  received  a letter  from  the 
Office  of  Statistics  and  Records  indicat- 
ing that  a total  of  three  M.D.  diplomas 
had  been  exchanged  for  M.B.  diplomas 
for  graduates  of  1919. 

The  Senate  received  the  report  on 
Examination  Results,  giving  results  as 
amended  by  supplemental  examinations 
in  August.  (Total  number  of  candidates 
examined,  17,815;  number  with  clear 
standing,  14,093;  number  with  condi- 
tional standing,  2,250;  number  of  fail- 
ures, 1,472). 

The  Senate  received  the  report  on 
Degrees  and  Diplomas  (total  degrees 
conferred  6,297;  increase  over  1968, 
715). 

The  Senate  received  the  report  of  the 
Faculty  of  Arts  and  Science  concerning 
course  changes  for  1969-70. 

The  Senate  received  the  report  of  the 
School  of  Graduate  Studies  concerning 
course  changes  for  1969—70. 

The  Senate  approved  the  proposal  for 
inter-university  co-operation  in  graduate 
instruction. 

The  Senate  approved  the  proposal  of 
the  Executive  Committee  that  a steering 
committee  be  appointed  to  structure  the 
Senate  discussions  of  CUG,  and  that  the 
Chairman  of  the  Senate  be  empowered 
to  appoint  the  members  of  this  com- 
mittee. 

The  Senate  approved  the  recommen- 
dation of  the  Executive  Committee  that 
there  should  be  no  university-wide  can- 
cellation of  classes  for  Moratorium  Day, 
Friday,  November  14. 

The  Senate  approved  the  report  of  the 
Committee  on  Applications  and  Memo- 
rials recommending  that  one  petition  in 
the  Faculty  of  Arts  and  Science  be 
denied. 

The  Senate  approved  the  report  of  the 
Committee  on  Scholarships  and  Other 
Awards  concerning  revisions  in  various 


(adequately)  their  essential  functions  as 
representatives  of  the  public  interest  to 
the  university  and  of  the  university’s  in- 
terest to  the  public.  Lay  representation  is 
needed,  but  not  in  its  present  form. 

Three  factors  have  brought  about  a 
profound  change  in  public  attitudes  to 
universities:  the  post  war  revolution  in 
social  science,  psychiatry  and  sophisti- 
cated technology;  the  increase  in  the 
number  of  university  faculty  and  their 
professionalization;  the  increased  in- 
volvement of  professors  in  decision- 
making at  every  level  of  the  public  and 
private  sectors.  The  public  expects  uni- 
versity faculty  to  shoulder  the  major 
responsibility  for  the  university.  In  fact, 
there  is  some  evidence  that  it  is  already 
believed  that  the  professors  now  exer- 
cise this  responsibility.  Editorials  on  the 
universities  in  recent  months  have  con- 
veyed the  impression  that  the  professors 
of  the  universities  are  accountable  to  the 
public  for  the  sound  and  efficient  use  of 
the  resources  invested  by  the  public  in 
their  universities.  That  is  as  it  should  be. 
But  that  is  not  the  way  it  now  is.  The 
reform  of  the  university’s  government 
should  bring  it  about. 

These  considerations  point  in  the  di- 
rection of:  (1)  a unicameral  governing 
council  for  the  university  to  which  its 
academic  and  lay  administration  would 
be  responsible;  (2)  a dominant  position 
for  faculty  on  the  council  with  significant 
roles  for  laymen  and  students. 

The  over-riding  fact  about  the  present 
situation  that  we  must  all  understand, 
faculty,  students  and  administrators 
alike,  is  that  the  university  has  not  had 
an  effective  governing  body  for  some 
time.  It  is  essential  that  the  CUG  report 
be  used  as  an  opportunity  for  a construc- 
tive debate  on  this  question  leading 
within  a reasonable  period  of  time  to 
the  establishment  of  a governing  body 
that  can  do  the  work  that  has  for  too 
long  been  left  undone. 

Charles  Hanly 
Associate  Professor 
Department  of  Philosophy 


scholarships  and  awards.  (There  were  6 
new  awards,  15  amended  awards,  and  3 
awards  withdrawn.  Most  of  the  changes 
were  brought  about  by  changes  in  the 
curriculum  in  the  Faculty  of  Medicine.) 

The  Senate  approved  the  following 
statutes  without  amendment: 

(a)  Statute  respecting  the  establish- 
ment of  the  Degree  of  Master  of  Museo- 
]ogv; 

(b)  Statute  respecting  the  establish- 
ment of  a two-year  program  in  the 
School  of  Graduate  Studies  leading  to 
the  Degree  of  Master  of  Library  Science. 

Ph.D,  Orals 

All  members  of  the  Graduate  Faculty 
have  the  right  to  attend  Ph.D.  oral 
examinations. 

Thursday,  December  18 

Robert  A.  Lake,  Department  of  Psy- 
chology. “The  Social  Consequences  of  Vali- 
dation-Seeking’’. Thesis  supervisor:  Prof. 
A.  J.  Arrowood.  Room  201,  65  St.  George 
Street.  10  a.m. 

Friday,  December  19 

Graeme  Hazlewood  Patterson,  Depart- 
ment of  History.  “Studies  in  Elections  and 
Public  Opinio^  in  Upper  Canada”.  Thesis 
supervisor:  Prof.  J.  M.  S.  Careless.  Room 
207,  65  St.  George  Street.  2.30  p.m. 

EXHIBITIONS 

"Stitching”.  Forty-four  pieces  of  modem 
needlework  hangings  ranging  from  Op  Art 
patterns  to  Man  in  Space.  Third  floor  ro- 
tunda, ROM.  To  Dec.  28. 

McLaughlin  Planetarium.  The  special 
Christmas  show  presented  in  the  Planetarium 
Theatre  .of  the  Stars  recreates  the  picture 
of  the  stars  and  planets  as  they  appeared  to 
the  Wise  Men  almost  2000  years  ago.  Special 
Christmas  Schedule:  Dec.  23,  24:  11  a.m., 
2,  3.30  p.m.  Dec.  25:  Building  closed. 
Dec.  26:  No  Star  Theatre  shows.  Dec.  30, 
31:  11  a.m.,  2,  3.30  p.m.  Jan.  1:  No  Star 
Theatre  shows.  Jan.  2:  11  a.m.,  2,  3.30  p.m. 

“Last  of  the  Eskimo  Carvers”  by  Joyce 
Devlin.  Alumni  Hall,  Victoria  College.  Dec. 
5 to  19. 


Museology  degree  approved 
at  recent  Senate  meeting 


